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Dear Sir: 



In response to the Final Office Action mailed October 20, 2006 (hereinafter, "Final 
Office Action"), Applicants respectfully request review and reconsideration of the Application in 
view of the following issues. 

The Final Office Action rejected claims 1-8, 1 1-19, and 21-23 as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2003/0069903 ("Gupta") in view of U.S. Pat. No. 6,778,651 ("Jost"). 
Applicants respectfully disagree. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness the references 
must teach or suggest each feature of the claims. Applicants respectfully submit that the 
combination of Gupta and Jost does not disclose or suggest each feature of the claims. 

Independent claim 1 recites sending a response, from the SMS simulator, to one or more 
of the provisioning requests. The Final Office Action asserts that Gupta, as modified by Jost 
discloses "sending in response (notifies), from the SMS simulator (SOAC), to one or more of the 
plurality of provisioning requests (service order provisioning) [Jost, col. 23, lines 8-12, to 
perform service order provisioning the SMS may interface with SOAC. Col. 23 lines 18-19, 
upon completion SOAC notifies the SMS for confirmation purposes]" Final Office Action, p. 3. 
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Applicants respectfully submit that the SOAC of Jost is not an SMS simulator as recited 
in claim 1. Rather, the SOAC, or "Service Order Assignment Control," is a separate component 
of the system disclosed by Jost that is the "primary source of provisioning updates for mass 
market AIN services that are initiated through the normal service order process." Jost, col. 23, 
lines 9-12. Thus, the SOAC of Jost does not disclose or suggest sending a response, from an 
SMS simulator, to one or more of a plurality of provisioning requests, as recited in claim 1 . 

Gupta also does not disclose or suggest sending a response, from an SMS simulator, to 
one or more of a plurality of provisioning requests, as recited in claim 1 . The Final Office 
Action asserts that Gupta discloses an SMS simulator at p. 1, paragraph [0010], which states: 

A second aspect of the invention is directed to a method of providing continuous 
transaction service while migrating a database from a source to a target, the 
method comprising the steps of: providing transaction service on a server that 
accesses the source; establishing a copy of the database on the target; updating the 
database copy at least one time by: logging at least one transaction from the server 
that accesses the source to create a transaction log, and executing the at least one 
logged transaction on a server that accesses the target; queuing at least one 
transaction request; executing the at least one queued transaction request on the 
server that accesses the target; and providing transaction service on the server that 
accesses the target. 

Gupta, p. 1, paragraph [0010]. 

In this paragraph, neither the source, nor the target, nor the server that accesses the 
source, nor the server that accesses the target is an SMS simulator. Rather, the "source" and the 
"target" refer to data storage devices that house databases. The server that accesses the source 
and the server that accesses the target refer to servers that access the source and target data 
storage devices, respectively, to execute services from the databases. Gupta describes this 
arrangement more clearly elsewhere stating that: 

For purposes of this disclosure, therefore, the term "source," unless otherwise 
specified, will be used to refer to a server or data storage device from which the 
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database is being transferred. Similarly, the term "target," unless otherwise 
specified, will be used to refer to a server or data storage device to which the 
database is being transferred. Of course, where the source and target are merely 
data storage devices, at least one server must be employed to accommodate the 
transfer. 

Gupta, p. 2 and 3, paragraph [0027]. 

All of the processing described in paragraph [0010] of Gupta is carried out by either the 
server that accesses the source or the server that accesses the target. Gupta does not disclose or 
suggest an SMS simulator, as recited in claim 1 . Gupta also does not disclose or suggest sending 
a response, from an SMS simulator, to one or more of a plurality of provisioning requests, as 
recited in claims 1 . 

Claim 1 also recites determining whether a response received from the SMS to the one or 
more of the plurality of provisioning requests matches the response sent by the SMS simulator. 
Neither Jost nor Gupta disclose or suggest this feature of claim 1 . The Final Office Action 
asserts that the combination of Jost and Gupta discloses this feature, stating: 

Determining (indicate) whether a response received from the SMS (target) to the 
one or more of the plurality of provisioning requests matches (synchronization) 
the response sent by the SMS simulator (source) [Gupta, 0041 when the source 
and target servers are allowed to service transactions simultaneously. The target 
server may signal source server to indicate that synchronization has occurred.] 

Final Office Action, pp. 4 and 5. 

Gupta, at p. 4, paragraph [0041] states: 

Steps S6-S9 represent a transition stage of the process conducted by transition 
module 30. In step S6, transaction services are stopped on source server 4. In an 
alternative embodiment, step S6 may be omitted if duplicate databases are 
desired, e.g., when the source and target servers are allowed to service 
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transactions simultaneously. In the latter case, target server 6 may signal source 
server 4 to indicate synchronization has occurred. 

Gupta, p. 4, paragraph [0041] 

The target server signaling the source server to indicate that synchronization has occurred 
does not disclose or suggest determining whether a response received from the SMS to the one or 
more of the plurality of provisioning requests matches the response sent by the SMS simulator. 
In particular, the source server is not an SMS simulator and the target is not an SMS simulator, 
thus, no SMS simulator is present. Furthermore, indicating that synchronization has occurred 
does not disclose determining whether a response received from the SMS matches the response 
sent by the SMS simulator. Gupta teaches that synchronization includes establishing a copy of 
the database on the target, logging transactions since any immediately preceding update, and 
executing the logged transactions on the target. See Gupta, steps S2-S4 of FIG. 3 A. Thus, the 
synchronization of Gupta does not disclose or suggest determining whether a response received 
from the SMS to the one or more of the plurality of provisioning requests matches the response 
sent by the SMS simulator, as recited in claim 1 . Hence, Gupta does not disclose or suggest 
determining whether a response received from the SMS to the one or more of the plurality of 
provisioning requests matches the response sent by the SMS simulator, as recited in claim 1 . 
Additionally, Jost does not disclose or suggest determining whether a response received from the 
SMS to the one or more of the plurality of provisioning requests matches the response sent by 
the SMS simulator, as recited in claim 1 . 

Claim 1 is therefore allowable. Claims 2-8 and 21-22 depend from claim 1. Claims 2-8 
and 21-22 are therefore also allowable, at least by virtue of their dependence from claim 1 . 

Claim 1 1 recites an SMS simulator sending a response to the provisioning request. As 
discussed above, neither Gupta nor Jost disclose or suggest an SMS simulator; therefore, neither 
Gupta nor Jost disclose or suggest sending a response to a provisioning request from an SMS 
simulator, as recited in claim 1 1 . 

Claim 1 1 also recites a first utility that determines whether a response received from the 
SMS to each of the plurality of provisioning requests replayed matches the response sent by the 
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SMS simulator. As discussed above, neither Gupta nor Jost disclose or suggest an SMS 
simulator. Further, as discussed above, neither Gupta nor Jost disclose or suggest determining 
whether a response received from the SMS matches the response sent by the SMS simulator, as 
recited in claim 11. 

Claim 1 1 is therefore allowable. Claims 12-19 and 23 depend from claim 11. Thus, 
claims 12-19 and 23 are also allowable, at least by virtue of their dependence from claim 1 1 . 



As discussed above, the Final Office Action fails to establish that the cited references and 
the proposed combinations thereof disclose or suggest the specific combinations of elements 
recited by the claims. Accordingly, the pending claims are allowable over the cited references. 
Applicants therefore request reconsideration and withdrawal of all pending rejections. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees, which may be required, or 
credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account Number 50-2469. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date 





Attorney for Applicant(s) 
TOLER SCHAFFER, L.L.P. 
5000 Plaza On The Lake, Suite 265 
Austin, Texas 78746 
(512) 327-5515 (phone) 
(512) 327-5575 (fax) 
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